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The Examiner considers that the humps in Fafet "are positioned a sufficient 
distance from the flame ports of the burner such that the flames from these ports will not 
impinge upon the burner grate." Applicants submit that nowhere in Fafet is the 
positioning of the humps with respect to the burner quantified or otherwise described. 
The Examiner is relying on Figs. 2 and 4 to make a subjective determination regarding 
the positioning of the humps, which Applicants submit is not capable of instant and 
unquestionable demonstration. Nevertheless, even if one were to assume Arguendo that 
Fafet's positioning of humps at a sufficient distance from the flame ports may be one way 
to mitigate flame impingement on the burner grate, Applicants are not attempting to 
claim positioning of humps. Rather, as recited in Applicant's claim 1, flame format^ 
is restricted in a region proximate the burner grate through a burner port pattern. 

Claims 2-6 are further directed to restricting flame formation. For example, as 
emphasized in Applicant's claim 2 the burner port pattern is selected to avoid flame 
formation in the region proximate the burner grate. Furthermore, as recited in claim 3 the 
burner ports are aligned in the pattern so that no burner port is positioned proximate the 
burner grate. Similarly, as recited in claim 4 the burner port positioned proximate the 
burner grate is configured to direct a flame away from the burner grate. Additionally, 
claims S and 6 recite burner port patterns including the burner grate being disposed at an 
angle with respect to a radial direction and a bifurcated burner grate to direct the flame 
away from the burner grate. 

Applicants submit that at the very least Fafet does not teach restriction of flame 
formation whether it be through the selection of pa ttern of the burner ports in a region 
proximate the burner grate as recited in claim 1, or otherwise. Absent any teaching 
regarding these recitations of claim 1, Fafet simply cannot support a prima facie case of 
anticipation. Therefore, Applicants submit that independent claim 1 is allowable and 
respectfully request the Examiner to reconsider rejection of the claim. As claims 2-6 and 
8 depend from claim 1, Applicants submit that these claims are similarly allowable for at 
least the reasons set forth above with respect to claim 1. 



PAGE 6« * RCVD AT 5/16/2005 1:22:53 PM [Eastern Daylight Time] * SVR:USPT0€FXRF-1/1 * DNIS:8729306 1 CSfl):5183877751 * DURATION (mm-ss):02-28 



MAY. 16 2005 13:34 FR GE CORPORATE R-D 



5183877751 TO 817038729306 P. 07/09 



Serial no. 10/666, 183 
Response to Office Action mailed on March 18, 2005 
* Page 7 



Claim 9 

Independent claim 9 was similarly rejected as being anticipated by Fafet. It is 
Applicants position that claim 9 as originally filed is not anticipated by Fafet. Claim 9 
recites a burner assembly that includes a burner grate comprising a plurality of humps, 
integrally formed in a glass ceramic cooktop, and distributed around an opening in the 
cooktop. The burner assembly also includes a burner positioned in the opening, 
comprising a plurality of burner ports positioned in the burner to coincide with regions 
proximate the burner unobstructed by the burner grate. 

Applicants submit that at the very least Fafet does not teach or otherwise suggest a 
burner comprising burner ports that are positioned in the burner to coincide with regions 
proximate the burner unobstructed by the burner grate. 

Accordingly, for at least the reasons set forth above. Applicants submit that Fafet 
does not anticipate claim 9. Therefore, Applicants submit that independent claim 9 is 
allowable and respectfully request the Examiner to reconsider rejection of the claim 



Claim 10 

Independent claim 10 was similarly rejected as being anticipated by Fafet. It is 
Applicants position that claim 10 as originally filed is not anticipated by Fafet. Claim 1 
recites a burner assembly that includes a burner grate comprising a plurality of humps, 
integrally formed in a glass ceramic cooktop, and distributed around an opening in the 
cooktop. The burner assembly also includes a burner positioned in the opening, 
comprising a plurality of flame-free portions between burner ports, at least some of the 
flame-free portions selected to coincide with the burner grate proximate the burner, 
thereby avoiding interference between the burner grate and flames produced by the 
burner. 

As with claims 1 and 9, Applicants submit that at the very least Fafet does not 
teach or otherwise suggest a burner comprising flame-free portions that are selected to 
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coincide with a burner grate to avoid interference between the burner grate and flames 

produced by the burner. 

Accordingly, for at least the reasons set forth above, Applicants submit that Fafet 
does not anticipate claim 10. Therefore, Applicants submit that independent claim 10 is 
allowable and respectfully request the Examiner to reconsider rejection of the claim. 

Claim 11 

Independent claim 1 1 was similarly rejected as being anticipated by Fafet. It is 
Applicants position that claim 1 1 as originally filed is not anticipated by Fafet. Claim 1 1 
recites a method of firing a burner comprising providing a burner assembly comprising a 
burner and a burner grate comprising a plurality of humps, integrally formed in a glass 
ceramic cooktop and distributed around an opening in the cooktop. The method also 
includes positioning the burner in the opening and configuring an array of burner ports in 
the burner to avoid flame formation in regions proximate the burner in correspondence 
with the humps so that flames from the burner do not impinge upon any burner grate 
therein. 

As discussed above, Applicants submit that at the very least, Fafet does not teach 
or otherwise suggest configuring an array of burner ports to avoid flame formation i n a 
region proximate the burner grate so that flames from the burner do not impinge upon any 
burner grate therein. 

Accordingly, for at least the reasons set forth above, Applicants submit that Fafet 
does not anticipate claim 11. Therefore, Applicants submit that independent claim 11 is 
allowable and respectfully request the Examiner to reconsider rejection of the claim. 

Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 103 

The Examiner rejected claim 7 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Fafet in view of Pistein (U.S. Patent No. 4,518,346). Applicants submit that Pistein 
does not cure the deficiencies set forth above with respect to at least claim 1. Notably, 
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General Electric Company 
Building Kl, Room 3A65 
Schenectady, New York 12301 
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Respectfully submitted, 




PAGE 919 



WB »i«iipiii#if«^ ,wW ^ J,!g! **" :iB " 



